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INTRODUCTION
It has recently been claimed that women's relatively disadvantaged position in the labour market is not a consequence of the institutional and/or structural disadvantages they suffered. Rather, women's position reflects the outcome of their varying choices. Hakim (1991; , argues that there are two 'qualitatively different' types of working woman, the 'committed' and the 'uncommitted', the former giving priority to their employment careers, the latter to their domestic responsibilities. 'Committed' women work full-time, 'uncommitted' women work part-time. The existence of these different orientations to employment, Hakim argues, explains the apparently contradictory finding that part-time workers express themselves as highly 'satisfied' with their low-level, poorly paid, employment. Furthermore, Hakim argues that 'feminists' have deliberately perpetrated Hakim argues that, when measured by hours of work, rather than numbers of jobs, the extent of women's employment has not risen since the Second World War. She argues that childcare problems are not a barrier to women's employment, and that part-time workers are not exploited. Rather, as 'uncommitted' workers, they have chosen the flexibility of hours etc. associated with part-time work and express considerable satisfaction with their employment arrangements. Finally, women are more unstable employees than men, a fact which has been deliberately obscured by the practitioners of the feminist orthodoxy. The thrust of Hakim's argument is that the nature and pattern of women's labour force participation is largely a consequence of women's choices, and that the heterogeneity of women's employment statuses reflects the heterogeneity of female choice. 'Feminists', she argues, have claimed that women's apparent lack of commitment, job stability and so on is a reflection of the jobs they have been forced illtO because of patriarchal pressures. These jobs tend to be insecure, characterized by high rates of turnover, with few career prospects, and so on, and these characteristics are reflected in women's employment behaviour. Far from it, Hakim argues, women's lack of commitment, job instability, etc., accurately reflects the labour market behaviour of women whose employment is secondary to their domestic involvement.
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The deliberately provocative tenor of Hakim's recent commentaries has generated a number of critical replies, with which we would broadly concur (Ginn et al. 1996; Bruegel 1996) . We would agree that she has set up straw feminists in constructing her arguments, and that it would be difficult to find academic 'feminists' (none are actually identified by Hakim) who have claimed either that 'women' are an undifferentiated mass in respect of their employment preferences, or that there are no differences at all between men and women as employees. We would also agree that some of her empirical procedures are highly questionable -for example, treating hours worked as being more significant than numbers of jobs, and including a population group that was not actually asked a question in calculating an averaged 'response' to it.l Our purpose here, however, is not to further extend these criticisms of the details of Hakim's arguments, but to challenge, sociologically, the grounds upon which she makes her case.
Hakim's argument moves directly from the macro to the micro level. Women in part-time employment, we are told, have 'chosen' to give priority to a marriage career, and no account is given of the mechanisms whereby this 'choice' was arrived at.2 Whilst asserting that 'Some women choose to be home-centred, with work a secondary activity', and 'Some women choose to be career-centred, with domestic activities a secondary consideration' (1996: 186), Hakim simultaneously holds that 'some women will switch between groups over their lifetime', thus contriving to have the argument all ways at once. Again, no suggestion is given as to why 'some women' might choose to change categories rather than remain in one or the other.
The existence of these two types of women lends support to both rational choice and human capital theories, argues Hakim. 'Uncommitted' women make a rational decision to economize on the effort invested in employment, as this is not their main priority. In contrast, 'committed' women, in line with the prescriptions of human capital theory, will choose to invest in their employment careers. This fact of heterogeneous female preferences provides a link between psychological theories of male dominance and the concept of patriarchy (1996: 212) . Goldberg (1973; cited in Hakim 1996: 5) argues that hormonal differences between men and women make men more 'self-assertive, aggressive, dominant and competitive'. The fact that women are fundamentally divided within themselves, Hakim argues, serves to amplify the effect of these 'natural' masculine characteristics and men are, as a consequence, disproportionately successful.
We have said that Hakim provides no reasons for the existence of these two types of women, or why they might switch from one category to another.3 BTe would suggest that the reasons for these choices and changes lie in the exigencies of context and structural constraint which Hakim effectively disregards in her embrace of voluntaristic, rational-choice explanations of women's economic behaviour. To be sure, women can and do make choices -although in aggregate, their relative lack of power and resources relative to men means that both today and in the past, they have been less able to do so than the opposite sex. Women -and men -can Explaining women's employment patte7ns 121 choose but are also constrained, a fact which lies at the root of sociological explanatioils of human behaviour.
However, Hakim (1991: 114) has argued that: '. . . theory and research on women's employment seems particularly prone to an over-socialised view of women, or with structural factors so weighted that choice flies out of the window'. This suggestion of structural over-determinism is somewhat paradoxical given the recent turn to 'discourse' in feminist debates. This trend has led some theorists to suggest that recent feminist analyses run the danger of disregarding structure altogether (Maynard 1995) . Our own position is similar to that of Marshall (1994: 115) , who has argued that although '. . . the content of gender is infinitely variable and continually in flux, . . . the salience of gender (i.e., 'male' and 'female') categories is persistent'. Thus gendered structures and categories -in employment, in families, in state institutions -play a major part in reproducing the gender order, but these structures are nego-tiated and interpreted by changing and flexible gendered subjects. Both the structures, and the manner in which they are interpreted, may be investigated empirically.
One structure which has been argued to have been an important mechanism through which women have been subordinated is that of employment. Walby (1986) and Hartmann (1982) have argued thatwomen have been deliberately denied access to jobs which would allow them to live independently. In contrast, Hakim argues that Occupational segregation has been reconstructed in the late twentieth century to provide separate occupations and jobs for women following the marriage career, which allows only non-committed contingent work and non-career jobs which are always subordinate to non-market activities. (1995: 450) However, this explanation does not address the problem of disparities in power and resources between groups in the labour market. Rather, the status quo is described as being a reflection of the requirements of a population differentiated by 'choice' alone, rather than by any variations in their initial social and material endowments (e.g. material and social capital contributing to employment opportunities). As far as men and women are concerned, it would be difficult to argue that this has been or is the case.
Hakim (1995: 450) also asserts that '. . . treating the workforce as a homogeneous group may work well for research on male employment'. This statement leaves out of account a body of research and theory in industrial sociology whose major conclusions were to demoxlstrate the heterogeneity of the male workforce. This was the 'orientations to work' debate in the Industrial Sociology of the 1960s and 70s. In the next section of this paper, therefore, we will first briefly review this debate, with the purpose of drawing out elements relevant to Hakim's discussion of women's employment. We will then present some findings from a cross-national study in order to illustrate the interaction between choice and constraint in the shaping of women's decisions relating to the employment/family interface. These arguments were developed in respect of the male labour force, but the parallels with Hakim's reasoning as to the existence of (at least) two types of women worker, characterized by different 'orientations to work', are very apparent. Goldthorpe et al.'s work generated an extensive debate, as well as further empirical studies, which are simply too numerous to review and summarize at any length here. The Luton studies, together with the development of the 'action' approach, also made an important contribution to the development of sociological theory.5
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A major factor giving rise to the 'instrumental' orientation to work, according to Goldthorpe et al., was stage in the family life cycle. Men with young families, and non-working wives, were most likely to give priority to extrinsic returns from employment. However, the 'orientations' debate did not pursue this topic of the de facto intertwining of market work and nonmarket responsibilities and their relationship to the family life cycle, but rather, polarized into a dispute between protagonists arguing about the relative significance of workplace ('structural') and non-workplace ('action') factors to explanations of attitudes to and behaviour in work (see in particular Goldthorpe (1972) 
and Daniel 1969; 1971).6
The notion of 'orientations' was held up to close scrutiny. It was argued that orientations were complex and multi-stranded, rather than singlestranded. Many workers were found to desire both extrinsic and intrinsic rewards from employment and thus no single 'orientation' could be identified (Hill 1976 Hakim's arguments, as we have seen, focus on the significance of 'prior orientations' for women's employment patterns, and may be criticized in a similar fashion. Much as male employees were found to desire both 'intrinsic' and 'extrinsic' rewards from their work, so women may be shown to desire both 'employment' and 'family' careers.7 Women's (and men's) 'work commitment' will vary by life cycle stage, rather as men's 'orientations' were shown, in the 1970s, to vary depending on workplace context. And women's, as well as men's, employment-related attitudes and behaviour will vary depending on occupation-specific and national contexts. In the discussion which follows, we will illustrate these themes by drawing upon cross-national research which will demonstrate not only the manner in which women's work commitment is constructed over the family/employment life cycle, but also how significant external changes have reshaped orientations and commitment to fit changing circumstances.
COMMITMENT AND CONTF.XT
The research reported in this paper was designed in order to explore the complex linkages between the changing system of gender relations and the structuring of women's employment throllgh a comparative analysis which included five countries (Britain, Norway, France, Russia and the Czech Republic).8We have sought to identify and describe relevant structural factors which, so to speak, offer a 'gendered template' to actors. It has been demonstrated that at the macro level, national differences in respect of irrlportant institutions -in particular, the development of the welfare state, family (reproductive) policies, and the approach to the liberal 'equality agenda' instantiated by 'firstwave' feminism -have had a significant and enduring impact on attitudes to gender roles and women's employment (Crompton and Harris 1997a). BTe have also demonstrated that these national variations in attitude are linked to behavioural differences in respect of the domestic division of labour (Crompton and Harris 1997b). Through an analysis of two 'feminizing' occupations, medicine and banking, we have also demonstrated that the occupatiorlal structure also plays arl importallt role irs shaping relatively more, or less, stereotyped gender identilies. As we shall see, woinen doctors, in contrast to bankers, had tended to be more systetnatic in the construction of their work-life biographies, and this was reflected in their domestic lives (Crompton and Harris 1998).
At the same time, we have, through our biographical interviews9 (fifteen with women in each occupation in each country), also focused upon the actors accounts and experiences of gendered structures -particularly in regard to paid emplounent and family life. Our interviews demonstrate that the continuities revealed in our 'structural' analyses are complemented by extensive difference at the level of the individual, indicating that women do, indeed, 'work on' their lives and shape their biographies in relation to their perceived possibilities. These possibilities vary relationally as well as cultul ally and historically (e.g. between East and West; Scandinavian and liberal democratic. See Crompton l996; Crompton and Harris 1997a). Table I demonstrates that there were important differences in the employment/family biographies of the women in the two occupations studied.
We may link these occupational differences to an ideal-typical contrast between professional' and 'managerial' career trajectories, and their interaction with the family life cycle. It can be seen that doctors are more likely -although men continue to dominate within the organizational structure of banking. However, the biographies also revealed considerable heterogeneity, as described in Table II which summarizes the current work/life combinations of the women interviewed.l° In Hakim's terms, all of the women were committed to an employment, rather than a domestic or marriage, career. All had worked continuously, with only short breaks for childrearing. Nevertheless, despite the considerable sacrifices and investments which these women had made in developing their employment careers, most were explicit that they wanted to combine employment with family life. The 'orientations to work' debate emphasized that men sought both 'intrinsic' and 'extrinsic' satisfactions from employment, and in a parallel fashion, the majority of the women interviewed indicated that they, too, had multi-rather than single-stranded orientations. The concept of 'satisficing' has been developed by Chafetz and Hagan (1996) in their analysis of the growing impact of women's employment on family life. Increasingly, they argue, women will attempt to achieve success in both employment and family life goals without maximizing either. Table II shows that 'Satisficing' represents the largest single category of women interviewed. However, other women, whilst realizing both goals, had definitely given priority to their domestic lives ('Domestic lifefirst') I decided after I was married and doing house jobs that I didn't want to stay in the rat race that was hospital medicine . . .'cos my husband was doing that . . . so I decided that as I wanted to have a family I would become a GP so that I could work part-time (Britain: 2/02).
Others, rather than 'satisficing', had refused to compromise and had sought to maximize their goals in respect of both employment careers and family lives ('Maximizer'). They included a Norwegian banker (3/33) who scrupulously shared domestic labour with her husband (for example, they had each taken six months maternity leave for each of their three children), and had risen to a Directoral position by her early thirties. 'Domestic', Table III In a similar vein, our interviews demonstrated that the experience of work itself had played an important part in stimulating changes in both paid employment and the domestic division of labour. For example, a British doctor, married and working overseas, had returned to train in a 'womanfriendly' area but decided to enter a highly competitive specialty because she 'just got interested' whilst working on a project to earn extra money. A banker had spent three years spent at home with her children Although the circumstances of women in different countries are diverse, women in the same occupations share in important experiences relating to masculine exclusionary practices. Thus there are important cross-national continuities in intra-occupational segregation, as well as at the aggregate level. This kind of evidence suggests that universalistic, monocausal explanations such as Hakim's, which rest upon the assumption that the gender division of labour in employment as a whole can be explained as a consequence of 'qualitatively different' types of women exercising specific choices, are not very useful on their own. Many women will 'choose' low level clerical work in banking, for example, but as a wide range of empirical work has demonstrated, this does not fully explain the concentration of women in lower grades in retail banking. Gender segregation operates within particular occupations, as well as between different occupations, and, moreover, there would seem to be considerable cross-national continuity between the same occupations in different countries (Crompton and Le Feuvre 1992; .
Hakim's argument specifically allows for the impact of masculine exclusionary practices at the higher levels of the occupational structure (1996: 182ff). She argues that Goldberg's theory of male dominance suggests that women will tend to lose out when they attempt to compete on equal terms with men. Some of our evidence might be used to support such arguments. However, we have also argued that, even amongst this highly selected group of 'self-made women', work orientations are complex and variable, and do not correspond to a przo7z female 'types'. Many women's work orientations are multi-stranded, rather than single-stranded, and we have also shown how 'orientations' to both domestic and market work vary over the domestic life cycle, and can be transformed by major structural and organizational shocks and barriers. However, women (and men) are not structural 'dopes', and the biographical interviews also provide ample evidence of conscious domestic or market work choices, made within particular occupational or national constraints.15 CONCLUSIONS Our aim in this paper has been to illustrate the complex structuring of the gender division of labour in respect of both market and domestic work. Inter alia, we have also sought to demonstrate that one-sidedly voluntaristic explanations of women's (and men's) economic behaviour, in which 'orientations to work' and corresponding choice of economic activity are regarded as the major explanatory variables in respect of women's (and men's) economic behaviour, are inadequate and potentially misleading.
We have seen that whilst women do indeed make choices, these choices are not necessarily between the alternatives of home-centredness and career-centredness. Some women want both -that is, their work orientations are not single-stranded -and they choose accordingly. We have also seen how contexts structure choices -a fact which should make us wary of assumptions that there exist identifiable 'types' of women. Some women go into employment and family life without the conscious exercise of choicebut this does not preclude their subsequently becoming highly committed to an employment career. As has been well-established empirically, direct male exclusionary practices have had a substantial impact on women's careers and occupational choices, and it would seem that there is a considerable amount of cross-national continuity in these processes. This kind of evidence demonstrates that occupational segregation by sex cannot be explained as being a consequence of women's choices alone.
We have sought to emphasize that sociological explanations relating to women's employment patterns cannot rest upon a simplistic reduction to the argument that they are due to the fact that there are different 'types' of women. Merton (1957: 121) has argued that a sociological approach seeks to '. . . abandon (s) the position held by various individualistic theories that different rates of deviant behaviour in diverse groups and social strata are the accidental result of varying proportions of pathological personalities found in these groups or strata'.16 In a similar fashion, we would argue that the concentration of women in particular occupations and employment statuses cannot be 'read off' from the assumption that these correspond to different 'types' of women. Preferences may shape choices, but the do not, contrary to Hakim's assertions, determine them (1996: 214). This heterogeneity of national patterns should also make us wary of assuming that a particular national compromise indicates a universal 'solution' as far as the gender division of labour is concerned, as would seem to be implied by Hakim's arguments relating to fundamentally different 'types' of women. It is likely that some degree of occupational segregation, reflecting cultural and psychological notions of masculinity and femininity as well as the organization of work and family life, would persist even if all gendered constraints on labour force participation were removed. However, to assert that patterns of occupational segregation in Britain represent the outcome of women's choices neglects important factors relevant to the British case. In particular, we would point to the weakness of UK employment protection and the recent promotion of labour market 'flexibility' (Beatson 1995) . 'Non-standard', poorly paid jobs, in which women predominate, have increased as a consequence. In a competitive labour market, the weakest workers will get the worst jobs. Hakim argues that the lack of regulation of the British labour market means that it represents a 'natural experiment' in which gender preferences will find their true expression. As we have argued in this paper, this stance assumes a level playing field, in that there are no differences in material and power 11. Research on changes in the domestic division of labour following women's entry into the labour force has tended to be rather pessimistic as to the possibilities of change -e.g. Hochshild (1990) -although Gershuny et al. (1994) do suggest that a process of 'lagged adaptation' is in train. However, a feature of these researches is that they have focused upon surviving tw couple households. Our evidence suggests that replacing or removing a partner might also be a common response amongst economically independent women. 12. In any case, empirical research (Pahl 1984) has shown that the domestic division of labour changes considerably over the domestic life cycle, as might be expected. 14. In the West, the situation in the banks is in fact in the process of transformation and gendered restructuring, due to both changes in the industry as well as the successful pursuit of an 'equality agenda' strategy by the EOC (Crompton and Sanderson 1994; Halford and Savage 1995). The situation of women in banking Eastern Europe has many parallels with the 'western model' of the 1960s and 70s. See Crompton 1996. 15. As our study has gathered occupational data only on the highly qualified, we are not in a position to present any new evidence relating to women in lower level jobs (Hakim's 'grateful slaves'). A recent study of homeworking, however, suggests that for significant subgroups of women, their 'choices' are, in fact, massively constrained by their economic circumstances (Phizacklea and Wolkowitz 1995). Their study of homeworking in Coventry showed that the homeworking labour force was differentiated along racial lines which reflected the divisions in non-homeworking employment. All of the clerical jobs in the homeworking sample were held by white women, ethnic minority women were concentrated in manual homeworking, with a heavy representation in clothing assembly, all Asian women. Nearly 60 per cent of the Asian women worked 45 hours or more and one third 60 hours or more (p. 57). These very long hours reflect economic need -a high proportion of households were on income support. Only 10 per cent of Asian women said that they preferred to work at home -they did the work because it was the only work that they could get. In the case of this section of the 'uncommitted' female labour force, therefore, it would be difficult to argue that their employment patterns had been freely 'chosen'. Itwould also seem to be the case that the extent of homeworking amongst ethnic minority women has been under-estimated in recent surveys, and that it is on the increase. See Felstead andJewson 1996. 16. As in, for example, Lombroso's explanation of crime via the identification of criminal 'types'. BIBLIOGRAPHY Allen, I. 1994 Doctors and their Careers, London: Policy Studies Institute.
